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Hello Kevin, 

  

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the status of the water quality of a particular 

water body in Iron County, Michigan.  This water body, a 2 mile stretch of the Iron River, 

has been and continues to be contaminated with acid runoff from existing waste rock from 

abandoned mines and from the abandoned mines themselves.  Remediation is currently 

being attempted at the abandoned Buck and Dober Mines in this stretch. 

  

The first area of concern is a waste rock pile, longitude N46-04-43.5, latitude W88-38-28.8, 

located in the NE ¼ - SE ¼, Section 35, T43N-R35W.  This pile was relatively untouched for 

over 50 years. In recent years some of the waste rock has been hauled away leaving 

previously unexposed mine waste rock exposed to the elements.  This waste rock is within 

20 feet of the west bank of the Iron River. 

  

I am sure with the coming spring season there will be a ponding effect and either a direct 

discharge into the Iron River or seepage through the remaining waste rock into the river, or 

both.  Historically the waste rock from these abandoned mines is heavily laden with pyrite-

bearing slate and sulfur-bearing black slate, that, when exposed to water and air, creates 

acid which will leach toxic metals. (Page 147 third paragraph, 150 and 151, of attached 

JOHNSON.pdf) 

  

I suspect there has been significant run-off from this pile in the past.  A couple of years ago 

I was wading in the river and the bottom was slippery.  Was the river bottom slippery from 

“yellow boy”?  From a brownish algae?  

  

Approximately ½ mile downstream is the beginnings of the Hiawatha Group of mines which 

includes the Dober.  The Dober has remediation in place but I feel this is just a “band-aid” 

approach. The remediation does not stop the acid mine water from leaving the Dober pit. 

  

On page 171 of the JOHNSON.pdf there is a sketch depicting the relationship between the 

Hiawatha #2 and the Dober and following that, Johnson’s testing and analysis.  Johnson’s 

conclusion is that the fresh water head at the Hiawatha #2 is pushing acidic water out of the 

Dober pit.  Johnson also concludes on page 182, last paragraph, that pumping the fresh 

water would eliminate the imbalance and either stop or greatly reduce acid drainage from 

the Dober pit. 

  

Using technology such as solar panels to power D.C. pumps to remove the fresh water could 

possibly stop acidic water flowing from the Dober.  As it is now, toxic water from the pit is 

flowing into the settling ponds where precipitates accumulate. Then the water discharges 

into the Iron River.  The toxic sediments will eventually need to be dredged and trucked to a 

hazardous waste facility, as with the dredging and trucking at the Buck Mine in 2008 which 

cost slightly more than 1 million dollars. 

  

Also by eliminating the discharge into the river there would be an elimination of the 

cumulative effect of the contaminants.  (See Dober.jpg) 

  

Another mile down from the Dober is the abandoned Buck Mine where remediation is also 

taking place.  At the moment this is the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality’s 

responsibility.  This site is similar to the Dober but the Buck, before remediation, did not 

have concentrated acid water comparable to the Dober.  Page 155 of the Johnson.pdf 

indicates water testing at site 12 (Dober drainage) and site 9 (Buck drainage).  In 1997 the 



DEQ implemented an interim response system to improve the water quality discharging to 

the Iron River at the Buck Mine Site. 

  

In a 2000 and 2001 summary Golder Associates, on behalf of the DEQ, stated: 

  

1)      Waste rock at the Site contains soluble contaminants (e.g. aluminum, copper, 

iron, lead, manganese, and nickel) and is a source of acid drainage to the interim 

response treatment ponds, groundwater and the River. 

2)      Waste rock at the Site has a significant potential to generate additional acid due 

to the presence of sulfides and oxidation products. 

3)      Water infiltrating through the waste rock at the Site has contaminated, and 

continues to contaminate, the groundwater with cadmium, chromium, copper, 

manganese, nickel, zinc, silver, and mercury in concentrations of up to two orders of 

magnitude greater than the groundwater surface water interface criteria established 

under Section 20120a(1)(a) of the NREPA. 

  

Further, to quote Dr. Johnson, page 194, 2nd paragraph, “…the rather large total volume of 

mineralized water coming from the surface piles suggests some of the drainage may 

originate from within the mines underlying the piles.” 

  

In a 2009 report Weston Solutions Inc. states:   

  

“The analytical data indicated that low pH, metal laden groundwater continues to 

flow into the interim response system through seeps located along the eastern banks 

of the ponds.  Analytical data and field measurements from within the ponds show 

increased water quality including, but not limited to, increasing pH and the reduction 

of inorganic contaminants and toxicity within the water as it flows through the 

interim response system.  Finally, as the system waters flow through Wetland Area A 

and into the Iron River, the analytical results from the August 2008 sampling event 

demonstrate that the treated water is within the chemical and toxicological 

regulatory standards for contaminants in all but one of the field parameters (specific 

conductivity)."   

  

The Weston Summary goes on to praise the accomplishments of the interim response 

system, citing increased pH due to neutralizing limestone throughout the system, and also 

cites a reduction of total iron and manganese concentrations. (See Weston 

Optimized.pdf)  The DEQ has this on file, as I’m sure the Johnson Study.   

  

 The Weston Summary indicates or leads a person to believe that the Buck Remediation Site 

is working well.  And I assume the same would be said by people involved with the Dober 

Site, but the fact is the water being discharged into the Iron River from the two remediation 

sites is not of the same quality as the Iron River upstream from the remediation 

sites.  Compare what is being discharged to Johnson’s findings on pages 152, 155 and 215-

220. (Sample # 5) 

  

In a November 2012 MDEQ Staff Report, A Biological Survey Of The Iron River Upstream 

And Downstream Of The Buck Mine Discharge Iron County Michigan June 2012, 

concludes,  “The monitoring at the Buck Mine appears to show that the treatment is working 

and is effective…..” 

 

The report does seem quite good but I feel requires more investigation.  The water 

chemistry results, Table 3, show no indication of testing for manganese or uranium and 

other analytical testing results compared to the testing that was done in the Weston 



Summary (see Weston.pdf).  And some of the results from 2012, Table 3, are higher than 

comparable water sample testing done in 2008 at location A-1 and A-3. (A-1 Weston = 

Downstream Table 3, A-2 Weston = Buck Mine Discharge Table 3, A-3 Weston = Upstream 

Table 3)  Sorry, I did not have time to create a pdf of the Staff Report.  I will provide one if 

asked. 

  

On page 10 of the Staff Report the temperature of 61.1 and 61 degrees Fahrenheit converts 

to over 16 degrees Celsius which is higher than the acceptable temperature of less than 15 

degrees Celsius as referenced in the Weston Summary at locations A-1 (page 1 of 19) and 

A-3 (page 3 of 19) of June 2006.     

  

None of the water sample testing from 1997 up to the present water sample testing, that I 

am aware of, is being compared to the water quality further upstream at Location 5 shown 

on page 155 of the Johnson Study.  The qualitative macroinvertebrate sampling as shown in 

the Staff Report should also be compared with relatively uncontaminated water of the Iron 

River at Location 5 or further upstream yet. 

 

On page 10 of the Staff Report there is mention of a habitat rating being “slightly 

impaired”.  When I read that I thought of a humorous comment one time of a woman being 

a little pregnant.  Being a little pregnant is still being pregnant so is slightly impaired still 

impaired? 

  

Dr. Johnson speculated that the cumulative effect of the discharges prior to remediation was 

probably responsible for the presence of manganese nodules in the Green Bay at the mouth 

of the Menominee River, with the Iron River being an indirect tributary.  (Page 166 and 167 

- JOHNSON.pdf) 

  

So, even though the remediation has reduced the concentration of acidic water and reduced 

the amount of metals being discharged into the river from the Buck Site, and I’m assuming 

the Dober as well, the ongoing cumulative effect is significant. 

 

In conclusion, as long as there is going to be “passive remediation” at the Buck and Dober 

Mine Sites with no attempt to prevent fresh water from flowing through the abandoned sites 

(thereby causing contaminated water to discharge into the Iron River) and no remediation 

at the waste rock pile in the NE ¼ - SE ¼, Section 35, T43N-R35W, this area of the Iron 

River must be classified as impaired from the waste rock pile, longitude N46-04-43.5, 

latitude W88-38-28.8 to the  County Road 424 Bridge, longitude N4-03-30.3, latitude W88-

37-37-37.2 immediately below the Buck Remediation Site.  

  

Please let me know if this portion of the Iron River is going to be classified as impaired and 

if not, please provide an explanation. (See Impaired.jpg)  

 

Also attached are three jpg’s from the Buck Site, Geese, Outfall and Buck Gunk.  Buck Gunk 

was a photo taken outside the Outfall in the wetlands. 

  

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. 

  

Sincerely, 

  

Richard Sloat 

223 8th Avenue 

Iron River, MI. 49935 

906-265-0751 



 
“Dober.jpg” 

 

 
“Impaired.jpg”  



 
“Outlfall, 3-18-12 159.jpg” 

 

 
“Geese, 3-18-12 148.jpg” 

  



 
“Buck Gunk.jpg” 

 

Other Referenced Submittals (Available upon request) 

 “Weston.pdf”: Liebau, D.P. et al.  2009.  Dredging and System Optimization 

Summary Report for the Buck Mine Discharge Site Interim Response System 

Dredging and Optimization Caspian, Iron County, Michigan, Site Identification 

No. 3600009.  Weston Solutions of Michigan, Incorporated, Houghton, 

Michigan. 99 pages. 

 “Johnson.pdf”: Johnson, A.M. and G. Frantti.  1978.  Study of Mine 
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